On the day of the consecrations, Archbishop Lefebvre summed up his attitude 
by invoking the argument of necessity. It is a question of "keeping Tradition 
alive, that is to say the Catholic Church." 


On June 30, 1988, Archbishop Lefebvre carried out what he himself called an 
"operation for the survival" of Tradition. In his homily at the consecration, he 
said: "Today, this day, is operation survival, and if I had done this operation 
with Rome by continuing the agreements we had signed and by continuing to 
put these agreements into practice, I would have done operation suicide." 


This operation survival consisted in the consecration of four bishops, NN. SS. 
Tissier de Mallerais, Williamson, de Galarreta, and Fellay. The founder of the 
Priestly Fraternity of St. Pius X consecrated substitute bishops so that his work 
would continue: to transmit the faith, the priesthood, confirmation and all the 
ceremonies that belong to the bishop and that are recorded in the liturgical book 
called the Pontifical. As Archbishop Lefebvre said in his homily, "Today, in 
consecrating these bishops, I am convinced that I am continuing, that I am 
keeping Tradition alive, that is, the Catholic Church.” 


1. The state of necessity 

The consecrations of June 30, 1988 were motivated by what is called a state of 
necessity. In his homily at the ceremony, Archbishop Lefebvre specified that the 
state of necessity had been demonstrated beforehand: "You will find precisely 
among these sheets that we are placing at your disposal, an absolutely 
admirable study made by Professor Kachewski, of the Una Voce Correspondanz 
of Germany, which explains marvelously why we are in a case of necessity, a 
case of necessity to come to the aid of your souls, to come to your aid." It is 
necessary to recall here the excellent study on the subject, published in its time 
by the Priestly Union of St. John Baptist Mary Vianney of Compos in Brazil, 
entitled Catholics, Apostolics and Romans, Our Position in the Present 
Situation of the Church (Publication St. John Eudes, Gavrus, 2000). 


In his book Open Letter to Confused Catholics, published in 1985 by Editions 
Albin Michel and recently republished by Editions Clovis in 2016, Archbishop 
Lefebvre also demonstrated, more pastorally and in language accessible to all, 
the state of necessity in which the Church has found itself since Vatican IT. He 
shows this, not from private apparitions, hallway conversations, or disembodied 
theological reasoning, but from the facts known and witnessed by all, if not 
most, in parishes, dioceses, and seminaries. It also uses public documents: 
various publications, parish bulletins, directives of the National Center for 
Parish Liturgy. The language is simple, clear, and accessible to all. It is a book 


to be read by all those who ask questions and are perplexed by the crisis. 


This situation of necessity, which is mentioned in the book, is universal. The 
table of contents, added on the occasion of its republication, is eloquent. The 23 
or so chapters have titles that reveal the essence of their content: 1. Why are we 
perplexed? 2. Anew way of praying. 3. The new Mass: experiences. 4. A new 
idea of the Mass. 5. Latin and the cassock. 6. The new sacraments. 7. The new 
priest. 8. The new catechism. 9. The new theologians. 10. Ecumenism and 
interreligious dialogue. 11. Religious freedom. 12. Agreements with 
communists and freemasons. 13. The occult powers against the Church. 14. 
Vatican II: revolution in the Church. 15. An adulterous union: the Church and 
the Revolution. 16. A new idea of faith. 17. The mania for change. 18. The 
reproach of disobedience. 19. Econe and Rome. 20. Sanctions against us? 21. 
Jesus Christ, Savior of the nations. 22. Jesus Christ, Savior of families. 23. 
What future for the faithful? 


In this book, Archbishop Lefebvre thinks and hopes that Providence will itself 
provide for the perpetuation of his work. But the providential events that will 
follow this publication will change his mind: he realizes, enlightened by the 
Holy Spirit and events, that he himself will be the instrument of Providence to 
continue the priesthood in Tradition. He is convinced that God is asking him to 
act. 


2. From the possible to the real 

Canon Law, both the old (1917) and the new (1983), provides for "cases of 
necessity". Church Law, for example, provides that a defrocked priest could 
validly absolve a dying person he finds on his way. This is a necessity that 
arises in an isolated case: it is a "case of necessity". If the necessity were to 
become generalized, we would no longer be faced with a "case of necessity", 
but with a "state of necessity". An eminent man, St. Vincent of Lerins, had 
already envisaged this as a possibility in the 5th century in his opuscule entitled 
Commonitorium, which establishes the rules to follow in order to keep the 
Catholic faith. In chapter 3, he asks himself this question: "What will the 
Christian do... if some new contagion tries to poison, not only a small part of 
the Church, but the whole Church at once? To this question, he answers: "Then 
his great concern will be to hold on to antiquity, which obviously can no longer 
be seduced by any deceptive novelty" (Desclée De Brouwer, 1978, p. 27). The 
state of necessity, envisaged as possible from the first centuries of the history of 
the Church, has unfortunately found a realization in our conciliar era. What was 
envisaged as possible in the fifth century by St. Vincent of Lerins became a 
reality in the twentieth century and continues today. It is this reality that 
constitutes the true context of the 1988 consecrations. 


3. An institutionalized state of necessity 

But is it not possible to specify a little more the extent of this state of necessity? 
Is this "de facto" situation not provoked, maintained, developed, reinforced, 
crystallized, by what is called "the conciliar church" itself? Is there not a corpus 
of sixteen conciliar texts which has been officially authoritative since the 
Council and which has served as an unconditional reference for all the pastoral 
work of Churchmen since Vatican II? Is not the New Mass (1969), applying the 
directives of the Council, in force as an ordinary liturgical norm? Is not the new 
Canon Law (1983), translating into juridical language (cf. John Paul IT) the 
doctrine of Vatican II, i.e. religious freedom, ecumenism and collegiality, the 
official norm to be followed in practice and necessarily today? Are not the new 
Catechism of the Catholic Church (1991) and its Compendium (2005) the 
official and unavoidable bases of all conciliar catechetical teaching today? Isn't 
the state of necessity that can be seen in the facts also structural and 
institutional? That is to say, juridically organized and codified by all the official 
texts that put Vatican II into practice in all areas? If this state of necessity has 
truly become a structural and institutionalized state of necessity, is it not the 
case that, even if the situation were to improve in fact, the state of necessity 
would continue as long as the conciliar texts and their liturgical, canonical, and 
magisterial reforms remain the norm of ecclesial life? Wouldn't this state of 
necessity disappear only when the multidisciplinary conciliar norm ceases to be 
authoritative? 


4. Christ the King in danger 

In his book entitled Ils l'ont decouronné (They Have Uncrowned Him), 
Archbishop Lefebvre shows how the men of the Church, especially from the 
Second Vatican Council onwards, and in his name, have uncrowned Jesus 
Christ in temporal societies. Daniel Leroux, in his book entitled Pierre, 
m'aimes-tu? |Peter, Lovest Thou Me? | (pp. 20-22), demonstrates, with a text 
from La Documentation Catholique (DC), that Churchmen have put pressure on 
States to secularize their political constitutions. In particular, the book mentions 
the changes that occurred in 1973 in Peru, in 1974 in the state of Valais 
(Switzerland), in 1975 in Portugal, in 1976 in Spain, in 1980 in Peru, in 1984 in 
Italy. All of these changes were made to bring the state constitutions into line 
with the Vatican II doctrine of religious freedom. 


The example of Colombia is particularly eloquent. In 1973, at the repeated 
urging of Rome, the article stating that the Catholic religion was the only one 
recognized by the State was removed from the constitution, in the name of 
human dignity and conciliar religious freedom, as the official organ of the 
French bishops, La Documentation Catholique, states: "Both contracting parties 


were driven by the will to adapt the provisions in the matter of relations 
between the Church and the State, to the principles enunciated by the Second 
Vatican Council and to the current social realities of Colombia" (DC No. 1638 
of September 9-23, 1973, p. 790). The author specifies that the social reality of 
Colombia was, in fact, that this nation was 98% Catholic. This adaptation to the 
social realities of Colombia was therefore only a fallacious pretext (which is not 
a pretext anyway) without any foundation! 


Moreover, Archbishop Lefebvre learned, from the Secretary of the Colombian 
Episcopal Conference, that the Vatican had laid siege to the Presidency of the 
Republic for two years in order to achieve this suppression (cf. conference in 
Econe, April 1, 1976). Conciliar Rome is thus the origin of the apostasy of the 
Catholic nations. For the founder of Econe, there was no longer any doubt on 
this subject: the men of the Church were moving in a direction diametrically 
opposed to the Magisterium of the Popes prior to Vatican II: Quanta Cura of 
Pius IX (1864), Libertas praestantissimum of Leo XIII (1888), Quas primas of 
Pius XI (1925) 


5. Providential signs 

Two events, permitted by divine Providence, convinced Archbishop Lefebvre to 
consecrate bishops: 1) the disastrous responses of Rome to the 39 Dubia on 
religious liberty of Vatican II, which were published by Editions Clovis, under 
the title Mes doutes sur la liberté religieuse [My Doubts about Religious 
Liberty]. 2) the scandalous event in Assisi on October 27, 1986, which John 
Paul II "considered a visible illustration, an object lesson, a catechesis 
intelligible to all of what the ecumenical commitment and the commitment to 
interreligious dialogue recommended and promoted by the Second Vatican 
Council presuppose and mean" (address to the Cardinals on December 22, 
1986). 


The first event convinced the consecrating bishop that Rome had abandoned the 
Catholic principles, based on Revelation, which command the social kingship 
of Christ over the States. The second event convinced him that Rome was ready 
for "anything" in matters of conciliar pastoral care. 


Let us add that Rome had conceded the principle of the consecrations of a 
bishop, but was dragging out its practical execution, probably in the secret hope 
that death would take away the one who was considered a rebel bishop in the 
whole world, before doing what would be considered a schism or a schismatic 
act. 


6. The substitution of the Church [Ecclesia supplet, or, “supplied 


jurisdiction” | 

Canon Law, which organizes the Church juridically, sets forth canons 1) that 
deal with what happens in the greatest number of cases, 2) that deal with the 
known exceptions that sometimes occur, 3) that indicate what is to be done in 
cases that are totally unforeseen and unforeseeable by the legislator. Case 2 
concerns, for example, the absolution of a dying person on the side of the road 
by a defrocked priest passing by chance - or by Providence - in the area. This 
priest receives, in this case of necessity, for the good and salvation of the soul of 
the injured person, a jurisdiction of substitution to validly absolve the sins. 


The consecrations carried out by Archbishop Lefebvre fall into the third 
situation: even if Saint Vincent de Lérins had envisaged a generalized crisis, 
nothing is provided for in the Code with regard to the consecration of a bishop 
in the situation we know. On the other hand, the Code does mention a 
suppletive law, that is, canons setting forth the conduct to be followed in 
exceptional cases unforeseen by the legislator. Canon 20 formulates this rule: 
"If there is no prescription either in the general law or in the particular law with 
regard to a given species, a rule must be sought, unless it is a question of 
inflicting a penalty, in the laws made for similar species; in the general 
principles of law observed according to canonical equity; in the style and 
practice of the Roman Curia; in the common and constant opinion of the 
doctors." 


The canonist Capello wrote in his Summa juris canonici that it is certain that the 
Church supplies to provide for "the public or general needs of the faithful" in 
cases "where she has expressly, or at least tacitly, manifested her willingness to 
do so (vol. I. Rama, 1961, p. 252). Now, the history of the Church shows that 
she has manifested, at least tacitly, a willingness to grant the consecration of 
other bishops in cases of grave generalized or public spiritual need. For 
example, here is what we read in the Greek Patrology of Migne. St. Theodore 
the Studite writes: "Because of pressing needs, in these critical moments when 
heresy encamps, not everything is done exactly in accordance with what has 
been established in times of peace. Now this is precisely what blessed 
Athanasius and the most holy Eusebius clearly did: both laid hands outside the 
limits (of their jurisdiction). Now the same thing is happening in the present 
heresy" (vol. 99, col. 1645-48). On the one hand, a papal mandate was not 
always required for a consecration; on the other hand, consecrations without a 
papal mandate did take place. Consecration without a papal mandate cannot be 
an intrinsically perverse act. Otherwise, it would always have been forbidden, 
and the life of the Church throughout the centuries would present no exception. 


On the strength of the examples in the history of the Church which Archbishop 


Lefebvre followed, he was therefore perfectly in order, not only with the letter 
of the Law, but above all with its spirit. Suprema lex salus animarum: "The 
supreme law is that of the salvation of souls". As an ad hominem argument, 
permitted in the good fight, it should be pointed out that even the new Code of 
1983 takes up this principle in its very last canon: "... without losing sight of the 
salvation of souls which must always be the supreme law in the Church" (nc 
1752). The salvation of souls: it is with this goal in mind that Archbishop 
Lefebvre acted, and he told the faithful on the day of the consecrations: "We are 
in a case of necessity, a case of necessity to come to the aid of your souls, to 
come to your aid". 


7. Consecration and jurisdiction 

With regard to episcopal jurisdiction, Archbishop Lefebvre made it clear that he 
was only transmitting a substitute episcopate, without claiming to give 
jurisdiction. In his Letter to Future Bishops, he wrote: "The main purpose of 
this transmission (of the episcopate, ed. note) is to confer the grace of priestly 
order for the continuation of the true Sacrifice of the Holy Mass and to confer 
the grace of the sacrament of Confirmation on the children and faithful who ask 
you for it." It is perhaps good to explain here, one of the reasons why present- 
day Rome believes that Archbishop Lefebvre has created a schism: it is simply 
because the new theology of Vatican IT imagines that episcopal jurisdiction, 
quite distinct from the episcopate itself transmitted in the ceremony of the 
Sacrament, would also be transmitted by the sacrament itself. Now, Pius XII 
explained the traditional thesis well in his encyclical Mystici corporis, namely 
that jurisdiction was given directly by the pope, according to the consecrated 
expression "by injunction": "If the bishops enjoy the ordinary power of 
jurisdiction, this power is immediately communicated to them by the sovereign 
pontiff". Archbishop Lefebvre therefore had no claim to pass on any jurisdiction 
in the consecrations he performed. There was therefore no schism on June 30, 
1988. 


8. The schism that cannot be found 

Archbishop Lefebvre did not create a schism, nor did he even perform a 
schismatic act or one of a schismatic nature. He never wanted to and he said so 
publicly on June 30, 1988 during the homily at the consecration: "It is necessary 
that you understand that we do not want this ceremony to be a schism for 
anything in the world.” 


The penalty of excommunication foreseen by Pius XII (April 5, 1951), and 
taken up again by the new Code (nc 1382) for episcopal consecration without a 
pontifical mandate does not in any way concern the consecrations of 
Archbishop Lefebvre, who explained why on the day of the consecrations: "We 


are not schismatics. If the excommunication was pronounced against the 
bishops of China - who separated from Rome and submitted to the Chinese 
government - we understand very well why Pope Pius XII excommunicated 
them. But there is no question of our separating from Rome and submitting to 
any power alien to Rome and constituting a kind of parallel Church, as the 
bishops of Palmar de Troya, in Spain, for example, have done, appointing a 
pope and creating a college of cardinals. There is no question of such things for 
us. Far be it from us to think of distancing ourselves from Rome. 


These consecrations may go against the letter of Canon Law, but not against its 
spirit. An ancient rule of Church law says: "He who, in order to keep the letter 
of the law, goes against the spirit of the law, sins against the law.” (Regula juris 
88). It is thus that it may be necessary, in exceptional cases, to go, in appearance, 
against the text of the law in order, in reality, to respect the spirit of the law. 
Archbishop Lefebvre explained it again on the day of the consecrations: "On 
the contrary, it is to show our attachment to Rome that we are doing this 
ceremony. It is to show our attachment to the Church of all time, to the Pope 
and to all those who preceded these popes who, unfortunately, since the Second 
Vatican Council have believed they had to adhere to errors, grave errors that are 
demolishing the Church and destroying the Catholic priesthood.” As for the 
mandate to consecrate, he thought he could conclude that he received it by 
substitution of the Church itself. 


9. Five testimonies 

Archbishop Lefebvre could not therefore have incurred the penalty of 
excommunication for consecration without a papal mandate. Several canonists 
of the time, who have no special connection with Archbishop Lefebvre's work, 
have said so and affirmed it. Here are five famous examples. 


The President of the Pontifical Commission for the Authentic Interpretation of 
Canon Law explained that "the act of consecrating a bishop (without the Pope's 
consent) is not in itself a schismatic act" (La Reppublica, October 7, 1988), and 
therefore cannot be subject to excommunication. 


Count Neri Capponi, a retired professor of Canon Law at the University of 
Florence, who was well known in Vatican juridical circles at the time and 
authorized to defend cases submitted to the highest Roman juridical authority - 
the Apostolic Signatura - explained that the mere fact of consecrating a bishop 
without papal authorization does not in itself constitute a schismatic act. "There 
must be something else. For example, if he had created his own hierarchy, that 
would have been a schismatic act. The fact is that Archbishop Lefebvre simply 
said: I am creating bishops so that the Priestly Fraternity I founded may 


continue. They do not take the place of other bishops. I am not creating a 
parallel Church. Therefore, this act was not in itself schismatic" (Latin Mass 
Magazine, May-June 1993). 


Professor Geringer, an expert in canon law at the University of Munich, said: 
"Archbishop Lefebvre did not create a schism at all with the episcopal 
consecrations. 


Father Patrick Valdini, then dean of the Faculty of Canon Law at the Catholic 
Institute of Paris, explained at the time that Archbishop Lefebvre did not 
commit a schismatic act by consecrating bishops, because he did not deny the 
primacy of the pope. "It is not the fact of consecrating a bishop that creates 
schism. What creates a schism is giving that bishop an apostolic mission" 
(Question de Droit ou de confiance, L'Homme Nouveau, February 17, 1989). It 
is worth recalling here that the penalty of excommunication for consecration 
without an episcopal mandate was created by Pope Pius XII to sanction the 
consecrations carried out by bishops of the Patriotic Church of China, who had 
submitted to the Communist government. This is an example of true schism. It 
goes without saying that this sanction has nothing to do with the case of 
Archbishop Lefebvre's consecrations. 


Father Gerald Murray, of the Archdiocese of New York, earned his Licentiate in 
Canon Law from the renowned Gregorian University in Rome in June 1995 
with a lengthy dissertation entitled The Canonical Status of Lay Followers of 
the Late Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre and the Society of St. Pius X: Are They 
Excommunicated as Schismatics? In his interview with The Latin Mass 
Magazine, he said, "I obtained a licentiate in Canon Law and chose as my 
licentiate thesis topic the excommunication of Archbishop Lefebvre... I came to 
the conclusion that, canonically speaking, he is not guilty of any schismatic act 
that falls under Canon Law." 


Archbishop Lefebvre was therefore right to conclude, in his homily at the 
consecrations, that the sanctions brought against him were null and void: "For 
us, we are convinced [that] all these accusations against us, all these penalties 
against us are null and void! That is why we take absolutely no account of 
them.” 


Let us conclude that Archbishop Lefebvre was right to say to the Cardinals: "I 
am the accused who should judge you.” The bishop "Savior of the Holy Mass 
and of the priesthood" (R.P. Baillif, sermon of September 25, 1994 in Flavigny) 
thus deserved well of the Church by consecrating four bishops so that the 
Tradition may continue, that the Good Lord may be glorified and that souls may 


be saved. This bishop only did his duty as a bishop, as he himself underlined: 
"Far be it from me to set myself up as a pope! I am only a bishop of the 
Catholic Church, who continues to transmit, to transmit the doctrine: Tradidi 
quod et accepi. This is what I think, what I would like to see put on my 
tombstone, and it will probably not be long before it is put on my tombstone: 
Tradidi quod et accepi, what St. Paul says: I have passed on to you what I have 
received, quite simply.” 


10. To this we must add... 
What we have just read was published in the Combat de la Foi (n° 186 in 2018). 
All that has just been explained reduces to nothing the calumnious accusations 
of schism against Archbishop Lefebvre. It must be said that the former Ecclesia 
Dei communities, which were pushed by the Motu proprio Traditionis custodes 
to publicly proclaim their acceptance of Vatican II and the Paul VI Mass, now 
feel the need to bring out the old scarecrows to motivate their conciliar 
alignment. This is the place to respond to some of the arguments they put 
forward on this occasion. 


They claim to rely on the authority of Dom Grea. But Dom Grea is old, and in 
order to resolve the conciliar crisis and the question of sacraments, his theology 
has become largely insufficient, because of new problems that have arisen in 
the last century. On the one hand, his formulations allow, among other things, 
the justification of conciliar collegiality, on the other hand, he does not take into 
account the magisterium of Pius XII, since it is older. It is therefore impossible 
to judge fairly the affair of the 1988 consecrations in the light of the sole 
authority of Dom Gréa. 


The consecration as Archbishop Lefebvre did it cannot be intrinsically bad. 
Otherwise in history, it would never have been done. However, the consecration 
without an explicit mandate has already been done. Therefore, one must 
distinguish: bad in a case like that of the Chinese patriotic church, one concedes 
it; bad to save the traditional faith, the true priesthood, the sacrifice of the Mass, 
and the Catholic episcopate of the Catholic Church itself, in a situation of 
generalized necessity, one does not concede it. 


In fact, for the evaluation of the morality of an act - and also for the application 
of a canonical penalty - it is necessary to take into account the object of the act, 
its purpose and all the circumstances in which it was performed. Now, the 
elements of reflection above clearly show that Archbishop Lefebvre, in the 
circumstances in which he found himself, did not make a mistake in 
consecrating bishops. He even practiced the virtue of prudence to a heroic 
degree, in particular by making use of epikia. This last virtue is related to 


prudence and makes one go back to principles in order to apply them in the 
absence of practical determination in a new situation. Therefore, there was no 
fault on the part of Archbishop Lefebvre. The saying goes: "No fault, no 
penalty". It was therefore wrong to "excommunicate" the prelate who 
consecrated in these circumstances. 


Another principle also comes into play: Odiosa restringenda sunt. “Odious 
things must be reduced to a minimum.” Thus, in the application of punishments, 
one must make sure that all the conditions are strictly fulfilled for them to come 
into play. Now, in the case of Archbishop Lefebvre, the Church's conciliar men 
neglected to take into account the canons mitigating punishments. Everyone, 
even on the conciliar side, admitted that Archbishop Lefebvre "believed he was 
acting in necessity" (i.e., he was mistaken, but he was acting in good faith). 
This circumstance alone, even in the conciliar perspective of John Paul II's 
canon law (1983), called for mitigation of the penalty and thus for his 
exemption from excommunication, even if another, more benign sanction could 
be provided. 


Finally, there remains the question of whether Archbishop Lefebvre consecrated 
against the will of the Pope? The Pope is not "the Head of the Mystical Body of 
Christ," nor is he a tyrant or a potentate. And the Catholic Church is not a sect: 
blind obedience is not Catholic. Before obeying, even without judging the 
superior, every inferior must know whether he will sin or not by obeying. This 
is the doctrine of St. Thomas Aquinas. Archbishop Lefebvre acted as a Catholic 
bishop and in conscience. 


Moreover, every pope receives, by divine institution, a "schedule of 
conditions." Ex officio, by virtue of his office, he must want a truly Catholic 
episcopate and not a modernist episcopate imbued with ideas repeatedly 
condemned by the magisterium of previous popes (religious freedom, 
ecumenism, etc.). This is what we will call the "first will", that is to say the 
official one, the one attached to his office: this is what every pope must want ex 
officio. Every pope must want what the papacy has always wanted. Since the 
Second Vatican Council, however, popes have systematically rejected truly 
Catholic candidates in favor of those who are modernists and who distort their 
office. This is what we should call the "second will": the modernist will, 
imbued with current errors, of the conciliar popes who collaborate in the 
destruction of the faith and the liturgy in the Catholic Church. 


Thus, that Archbishop Lefebvre consecrated against the second, personal, 
modernist, anti-traditional will of John Paul II, no one will deny it; that he 
consecrated against the first will, the ex officio will of any pope worthy of the 


name, is untenable. Archbishop Lefebvre only acted against the will of a pope 
who misuses the powers attached to his office or who does not fulfill them, or 
even who abuses his power against the common good of the Church. 
Archbishop Lefebvre certainly did not consecrate against the will of the papacy 
and of the Catholic Church as a divine institution founded by Christ. In his 
Letter to Future Bishops (August 29, 1987), Archbishop Lefebvre asks the 
candidates for the episcopate to place the grace of their episcopate in the hands 
of the successor of Peter when the time comes, that is, when the Pope has 
returned to Catholic Tradition. This is proof that there is no schism with Rome. 


Finally, let us say that Archbishop Lefebvre has certainly not undermined any 
element of the Catholic faith, nor the unity of the Church, nor the Catholic 
apostolicity of the episcopate. If one is willing to examine all the circumstances 
of the 1988 consecrations and all the statements made by Archbishop Lefebvre 
on that occasion, the apostolicity of the episcopate in the Church was perfectly 
preserved. The consecration was done outside the personal will of a modernist 
pope, but not outside the Catholic will that every pope must have. It was not 
done outside the unity of the Church, which is first of all a unity of Faith before 
being a unity of discipline. For the sacraments were also made to preserve the 
faith, since the teaching Church is found in the pope and the episcopate. 


Those who accuse Archbishop Lefebvre of having acted against an essential 
element of the faith are precisely those who observe the letter of the law by 
acting against the spirit of the law. In the Catholic Church, everything is ordered 
to the salvation of souls and to the propagation and preservation of that faith 
which is absolutely necessary for this salvation. Now, those have officially 
accepted religious freedom, ecumenism and the Protestant Mass, all of which 
jeopardize the Catholic faith. It is the law against the faith. This is a reversal of 
the order intended by God. This reversal is pure juridicism or pure legalism... 


We must therefore conclude: 

Archbishop Lefebvre acted in the unity of the Faith - to save the faith - and in 
respect for canon law, both traditional (1917) and conciliar (1983) - insofar as 
the latter on certain points follows tradition - to save the priesthood and the 
episcopate; that is to say, he acted well in the spirit of the Church. 


The preliminary statement of the consecration ceremony of June 30, 1988, in 
which Archbishop Lefebvre justified himself in proceeding with this 
consecration in spite of the opposition of Pope John Paul II, demonstrates this: - 
"Do you have an apostolic mandate?" asks the ceremonial of the consecration 
of bishops. - We have it!" replied Archbishop Lefebvre. - "Let it be read!" - "We 
have it through the Roman Church, which, in its fidelity to the holy traditions 


received from the apostles, commands us to faithfully transmit these holy 
traditions - that is, the deposit of the faith - to all men, because of their duty to 
save their souls. Given that, since the Second Vatican Council until today, the 
authorities of the Roman Church are animated by a spirit of modernism, acting 
against the holy Tradition - "they no longer support sound doctrine, turning 
away their ears from the truth, and turning to fables" as St. Paul says to Timothy 
in his second epistle (IV, 3-5) - we consider that all the penalties and censures 
brought by these authorities have no weight.” 


Originally titled 
On the 1988 Episcopal Consecrations 
By Fr. Guy Castelain, FSSPX 
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leglise 


+++++ 


Question: Should I attend the New Mass when I cannot travel to attend the 
traditional Mass? 


Answer: The answer to this question is fundamental to our understanding of the 
crisis in the Church. The answer that will be given by the priests who accepted 
the 2007 Motu proprio of Pope Benedict XVI, Summorum pontificum, is quite 
clear. The New Mass is the “ordinary” form of the Roman rite, and the 
traditional Mass is the “extraordinary form”. While a person might have a 
personal preference for one or the other, such a personal preference does not 
exempt him from the general law of the Church, making the assistance at the 
New Mass on Sundays an obligation in conscience. Such can be the only logical 
answer of those priests and communities approved by the bishops and post- 
conciliar Rome, but who celebrate the traditional Mass as an extraordinary form 
of the Mass. 


However, the answer to this question will be quite different from a priest who 
celebrates the traditional Mass to preserve the Catholic Faith, and in virtue of 
the perpetual right guaranteed by the Papal Bull Quo primum of Saint Pius V 
(1570). Such a priest will clearly be free to profess the truth, namely that the 


New Mass of Paul VI is a modernist compromise, in particular undermining 
belief in the divinity of Christ, in the Real Presence, and in the propitiatory 
value of the sacrifice of the Mass. He will affirm that it is a compromise that 
attempts to fuse together some (not all) Catholic externals with a neo-protestant 
and neo-modernist way of thinking and acting. 


If you, a traditional Catholic, assist at the traditional Mass, it is not because of 
personal preference for an old-fashioned “extraordinary” form. It is because you 
want to keep the Faith, live the Faith, sanctify your soul and go to Heaven, and 
because you know that the traditional Mass hallowed by continuous centuries of 
use by saints, is the most powerful means to do this that God has given to His 
Church. If you were to go to the New Mass when unable to travel to the 
traditional Mass, you would risk losing your Faith, you would be scandalized 
by the disrespect for God in the Blessed Sacrament, and you would not only fail 
to grow in the Faith and in the love of God, but would be in grave danger of 
bitterness and cynicism about a Church that has become so lukewarm as to 
allow such an abuse on such a widespread basis. If sacrilege is always present 
in the New Mass to some extent, forbidding our participation, it is even more 
clearly the case when Holy Communion is administered in the hand, practically 
denying the doctrine that Christi is present whole and entire in every particle. 


Consequently, for the love of Jesus who died for our sins, who lives in the 
Blessed Sacrament, always interceding for our behalf, do not participate in the 
New Mass. All the moral theologians say that the positive laws of the Church 
(such as attendance at Sunday Mass) do not oblige under grave inconvenience. 
That is why a person is not obliged to travel more than one hour to get to 
Sunday Mass. One hour travel time is considered a grave inconvenience. In this 
case, the grave inconvenience is the participation in a liturgy that is offensive to 
God, and quite simply evil, deliberately deprived of the beauty, goodness, truth, 
integrity and holiness that characterize all the prayers and ceremonies of the 
true Catholic Mass. Instead pray your Rosary and your Mass prayers, read or 
listen to good sermons and traditional books, or spend a holy hour with Our 
Lord. In this way you will sanctify the Lord’s day and fulfill the third 
commandment of God, even though it is impossible for you to fulfill the first 
precept of the Church. 


Fr Peter R Scott 


